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a peniod of approximately 20 years following World War 11 the
annual incidence of dog bires in New York City remained virraally
unchanged. However, beginning in 1965 the number of reported dog
bites began to increase; berween 1965 and 1972 the number increased
by 37%, from 17609 to 3786,
In order 1o explore some of the factors associared with dog bites,
3 sample of 1,869 dog bites reporred to the New York City Heakh
Department between 1965 and 1970 was selected and analyzed both
for each year of the period under stody and in aggregare. A vaniety of
host, agenr, and envirommental factoes such a5 the age and sex of the
victim, the anatomic ste of the bite, time of day, season, geographic
area where the incident occurred, and size of the dog were analyzed.
A mbulation of the data s presented, together with a number of
conclusions sbour the rsk factors associated with dog bires. The find.
ings of this epidemiological study of dog bites in New York Ciry abso
sogpest the basis for designing a program to prevent such injusies whech,
for a vanety of reasons explored n this paper, are becoming an n-
cressingly common hazard of ciry bfe.

INmsoovcTion

Although the dog may be man's best frend, for the aty-dweller
dogs pose a harard to health and safety. The sanitary and safety prob-
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cfforts to salve thow problems. As carly a5 1660 Shenff Nicasius de
Sille of New Amsterdsm requested of the ciry fathers >
which would protect him from vicious dogs while be made his mighely
rounds.! From available records it is not clear whether Sheriff de Sille's
roquest was granted, but over the years numerous ordmances and regu-
lations were enacted to procect New Yorkers against dogs.

During the 1gth and the first half of the :och century rabies was
considered the most sersous health bazard associsted with dogs, and
municipal efforts to control dogs were designed to combat the threst
of this disease. These effores ranged from laws which required dogs to
be leashed or muzzled 1o mare cxtreme measures. In the early 18ocs

the anneal sumaner rabses scare triggered funious campaagns sgainse stray
dogs. At times an official dog-killer was appointed. A so-cent bounty
often encouraged the public 1o pamicipate in 2 summer orgy of canicade,
In 1849 ar Jeasz 320 stray dogs were killed in whae the Daily Tribune
called the “ansual bloody bunt.™ The newspaper related thar boys

. « . scarcely so tall as the far nobler and more intclligent quad-
ropeds they asadled, went along the streets during the sumener,
staggering under clubs as heavy as themselves, snking down
and then hoeribly mangling with many blows, every dog they
encountered.
Such brutal measures against stray dogs disappeared from New York
Cicy in the karrer half of the 1geh century,

The last indigenously acquired case of human rabies in New York
City occurred in 1954; the last confirmed case of canine rabies was re-
corded in the same year. With the decline in the incidence of rabies,
both public and medical concern have diminished also. Although the
hazard remaing, there is liethe general fear of the urban dog as a trams-
mitter of raboes,

In recent years 2 new concem has moved ro the fore, perhaps a
a resulr of the general growth in ecological awareness. Soene segments
of the pubbc and a number of politcal leaders are voicing distress over
the unwholesome nusance caused by dog droppengs in the aity. Despite
much swention given to this peoblem by the news media, proposed
legislation designed to prevent the deposition of canime feces on city
stroets, sidewalks, and public parks has predictably aroused defensive
resimance from zealous dog-lovers and has not progressed mach beyaond
the stage of discusson, This controversy over canine foces has ob-
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scured a much more seriows risk assocuated with dogs: dog bates. Public
concern has been focused on the wrong end of the dog,

For decades the New York City Health Department has kept count
of the annual number of reported dog bites (Figure 1). Unnl 1985,
excepe for the years of World War I, the namber of repoered bites
each year had been rather remarkably cosseant at abowr 18,600, How-
ever, beginaing in 1965 the anowal total began to nue; from 1965 to
1970 the mumber increased by approximately 33% (Figure 1). In
order to explore this phenomenon and some of the concomitane risks,
the New York City Health Department endertook a0 amalyss of a
1% sample of dog bites reported in thae period.

Merico

According to the New York Ciey Health Code, sl snimal bices must
be reported 1o the Health Department, The bites are reported to the
borough health departments by the police, private physicians, hospatals,
health-department climics, veterinarans, the Amencan Society for the
Prevention of Croclty 1o Animals (ASPCA) shelters, and even by the
persons bitten, Each source reports different information: eg., a hos-
petal form states the age and race of the person bitten, while 2 veter-
inanan’s report mentions the breed of dog. The borough health
centers accamulare all the informarion they receive concerming rthese
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Pig £ Anatomical sies of reported dog Bites in New York City, 1948 to 1990

cases of dog bire and mainnain the records for six vears. The present
study used the six-year pesiod from 1965 to 1970 as ws source of data,
By means of tables of randoen numbers, a randomn sample of 134 of all
bites occurnng cach year for each borough wias chosen. In this sample
of 1,86¢ bites, 13 vanables for each bite were recorded and later ama-
lyzed. These variables were: the month, year, borough, and police
precinet in which the bite occurred; the tme of day the bite took
place; whether the dog was in a prvate or public place ar the ume of
the bite: eg., in 2 home or on the streer; the age, sex, and race of the
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Tasee HL AGE DISTRIBUTION OF FACIAL DOG NITES IN
NEW YORK CITY, 1865 s 3020 SAMPLE STUDY,
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person beren; the anacomécal site of the bire; the identiry of the reporrer;
and the relation between the person bieten and the dog: e, whether
the victim was the owner of the dog, or whether the dog was a sray,
a neighbor’s dog, or 2 dog owned by somecae rot living on the sume
street as the person bitten, From the breed reported by veterinaruns,
the dogs were also clasafied into three sze categones: large, medmum,
and small. The data were keypunched and tsbulated by a computer.

ResuLrs

Age and sex of persows birten. As shown i Table 1, the majority of
bires, g7 (g2.2%0), cccurred in ndividuals less than o years of age.
Over all, 1,080 bites (57.8%) occurred among males and 596 (31.9%)
among females.

Raece of persoms bitten. The race of the persons biten was unknown
m 1,013 (50.6%) of the 1,86y bires sampled, 35 shown in Table IL
This proportion of unknowns &d not change appeecuably during the
six-year period under study, In the 754 cases where race was known,
whites totaled so6 (27.1% of the total sample of 1,867), blacks 108
(rr.1%), and Poerto Ricans go (2.1%).

Anaromical locarions of bites. Figure 2 shows the anaroenical distrib-
ation of dog bires. The majority were inflicted on extrematios (70.47%).
Of all anaromical sites, the right arm was the most froquently involved
(204%). The keft arm was mvolved in only 12.6%.

Age distribwtion of bites on the face. Of the 199 facial bites inflscred,

Boll MY Acad Med.
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Fig. 3 Tixe distribution of svported dog Sites in New York City, 1565 to 1300

128 (64.4%) occurred in children less than 10 years of age and 146
(734%) in children less than 14 years of age. The overwhelming ma-
jority of facial bites, therefore, occurred in children and reen-agers (see
Table D).

Time of occwrremce. As shown in Figure 3, the pesk period of
dog bites extends from 1:00 P t0 9i00 #.M.; the apex oocurs between
3700 P M. and 7100 P

Place of ocewrrence, Table IV presents the place of cccurrence of
bates in those cases where the boroegh was reported. Ocourrence is re-
ported only on those reporring forms which are used by the police de-

. Thes in Richmond, where mose dog bites are reported by
'l\:poloce. the place of occurrence i known in most casee. For the
cty as a whole, the place of occurrence was not reported 1,338
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(66.2%,) of the cases sampled. In 16.1% of the cases the bites occurred
in 2 peivate plice, 17.7% in 3 public place. Private places are defined
s homes, apartments, and nonpublic cstablnbments. Pablic places are
defined as streets, parks, and public buildings. In Rxchmond, akthough
the rotal sample is small (101 cases), the place of occurrence was known
in 71.0% of the cases: 4217 occurred in 3 private plice and :89%
in a public place,

Sessonal distribution. Figure 4 peesents the scasonal dsznbution of
reported dog bires. The monthly incidence begins to rise in March
and reaches 3 peak duning the summer months, June through August.
Thereafter the monthly incidence gradually falls

Relstion berweem dog and vicrim. Table V prescats the relation
berween the dog #nd the person bitten for cach year. In 10.7% of the
cases the relation was unknown, In 105 of the cases the dog wis 2 stray.
The owner of the dog was known i the majonity of cses: 1,467
(784%). In 6g6 (37.3%) the person bitten resded on a dfferent street

VYol 50, %e. 9, Octoter 1974
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Tame VI REFORTED SIZE OF DOGS INFLICTING DITES IN
NEW YORK CITY, BY YEAR, 155 TO 70, SAMPFLE STUDY.
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than the dog and in 465 (24.9%) they resided on the same strect, Only
306 (164%) of all victims were owners or members of their families

Size of dogr inflicting bites. Table VI classifies the biting dogs by
size. Large dogs, those with average adulr weighes of go Ibs. or more,
accounted for 810 (43.4%.) of all bires, medium-sized dogs, with aver-
age adulr weighes of between 15 and so Ibs, for 482 (35.8%), and
small dogs, with average adult weghts of less than 15 b, for caly
86 (4.6%). In 489 cases (26.29,) the size of the dog was unknown
Large and medium-sized dogs accounted for the majority of bites in
the city dusing the persod under study. Since then, there has been no
drastic change in this pattern.

Dog kites by borowgh of reporr. Table VII presenes the total num-
ber of cases, by year and borough, for the peniod from 1965 10 1970
mnhsbcenmapptedlbkom-dlﬁkiub«hthml numbee
of bites—from 37,699 in 1965 to 36,057 in 1970—and the incidence—
from 353.3 per 100,000 residents in 1965 to 456.6 in 1970. The greatest
increases in dog bites berween 1964 and 1970 have occurred in the
Bronx, where :,5:3 more bites were recorded in t970; m Brooklyn,
where an increase of 3,149 cases occurred; and in Queens, where an
increase of 2,380 was recorded. The incidence per 100,000 residents rose
from 367.2 to 546.4 in the Bronx, from 368.7 to 491.¢ in Brooklyn, and
from 342.3 t0 441.3 in Queens over that period. The number of bites

Sall ALY Aced Mot
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reported from Manhattan has remained seable, and only 2 slight increase
occurred in Richmond, whaeh already had a high incsdence of bites in
1965, The latter increase is loss significant when viewed against the back-
ground of the general mncrease in populatson in thes borough; the na-
dence per 100,000 residents rose from 6ob.4 in 1965 to 6894 in 1970,
Sources of reports. The sources of reports of dog bires are peesented
in Table VIIL For the city as 3 whole, the largest number of reports,
46.7%, came from hospitals, The police accounted for 16.5% and
private physicians for 9.4%. In 24.6% reports were made by
bicren, relatives, or witnesses. There are significant differences among
the boroughs in the pattern of reporting. In Manhattan and the Broax
hospitals account for the majonty of reports. In Brooklyn the police
sccount for 2567, of the repores and hospitals for 38.3%. In Queens,
although hospitals account for 41.9% of the reporrs, private physicians
account for 1¢.4% —almese twice the proportion neted in any other
borewgh. In Richmond the police account for the majoney of reports,
§7/0%~a patrern quite distincr from thar of any other borough.

Descussson

Beginning in 1985 and continmng mto the 1970s there has been 2
sharp increase in the namber of dog bites in New York Gary. In 2 very
real sense this epidemic has not been apprecisted. The same trend has
been recognized in other areax*® In Balumore the incidence of dog
bites has more than doubled in the past 17 years, with the most agnifi-
cant increases occurring in the past three years* In 1969 the incidence
of dog bites in Balumore wis 737 per 100,000 residenes.' The rate for
New York Gay that year was 419 per 100,000, a litthe more than half
that for Baltimore, However, the two are not comparable, since the
environment of New York Gy is very diverse compared to Baltimore.
The borough of Manhatran, compeised 3 it is of large aparmsent hosses,
has fewer unlesshed, free-ranging dogs, which accounts for the lower
ncidence rate shown in Table VIL Richmond, which is comprised
prsmanly of mdivideal dwelling units and large, open spaces is more
comparable 1o Baltimore; 5t has many more frec-ranging dogs and an in-
cidence rate close to that of Baltmore. The over-all incidence of dog
bites i New York City rose to 475 per 100,000 in 1971 snd 483 per
100,000 In 1971

It & difficule to estimate the proporion of usreported biees, Craw-

Boll LY Acad Mot



DOG MITES =~ AN UNRECOGNIZED EPIDEMIC 993

ford esnmared in 1964 that only half of the bites in Baltimore were
reported.” We estimate sbout the same proportson of unreported bites
n New York Gity at present.

The mcreasing incidence of dog bites documented in this study
B caused by 2 number of factors, including changes in the size and
charscrerstics of the canine population and the increase in the num-
ber of unleashed, frec-ranging dogs. Since accurate camine census
data for New York Cay are lacking, the number of unlicensed dogs—
although estimared 1o be large—can only be guessed, During the study
program and into the carly 19708 the number of dogs licensed ansually
by the ASPCA in New York City has remained at an average Jevel of
375000, However, during this peniod msjor shifts of the human popu-
laion have occurred within the city, increasing the proportion of low-
income inhabitants unlikely to pay a dog-licemse fee, It is estimated
by the ASPCA and the Division of Veterinary Medicine of the New
York Gity Departmens of Health thar there are approximarely 00,000
dogs in the cty,

Alin Beck, in his comprehensive study of canime populations n
Baltimore, found thar dog ownership per family unics ranged from
37% in Jow-income areas to ¢1% in middle-income aress® Schwabe es-
tmared in rghg that from 20 to 4o¥% of city families owned at least
one dog.* Marx and Furcolow have estimated canine populations in 2
dog-to-human ratio of 1:7, based oa surveys.” Although it has inherent
weaknesses, the ratio has been found 1o be sccurate in many aress. On
the basis of this ratio, the canine population of New York Ciey would
be appeoximately 1,109,000,

There is ssbstantial evidence thar there has been a change in the
character of the canine population in New York City in recest years,
with 3 trend roward large, feisty, and aggressive breeds. According to
the American Kennel Qub, poodles and German shepherds were the
most popular pedigree broeds registered in the Unsted States in 1970,
However, because this register does mor include mixed breeds it does
not give an accurate characterization of the canine population. A strong
motivation behand the increased ownershp of large dogs is their use
for the protection of person and property from criminal assaule, The
rie in reported dog bates in the mid-1g60s coincides with heigheened
public concern abour streer crime and burglary (often asocisted in
large cities with drug addiction),

Vol 50, Mo, §, October 1574
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Indirect evidence Jending suppore to the hypothess thae there are
more large, aggresive dogs in New York City can be drawn from
an examanation of the Yellow Pages of the city twelephone direcronies.
There has been an increase in the number of pers advertised in the
Yellow Pages s guard dogs, trained ro srack, foe the five boroughs

Eight years ago advertisements for friendly dogs as pets were the only
omes shown, Phocographs of fnendly poodies and ternens predominated.
Duning the past few years this pattern of advertsng has changed
markedly; now several pages are devoted o advenmements of guard
dogs. Pictures depicting growling German shepherds and boxers in
aggresive sttitudes predomanate. Companies with such mames as The
House of Lethal Dogs and the We Bite Dog Academy are represenca-
tive.

Mo specialims involved with animals belicve that a strong trend
now exists toward the ownership of large, aggressve dogs in Gities and
suburbs and that this is linked 1o the use of dogs as deterremts w
crime. Sikes notes that Germuan shepherds with Doberman pinschers
have atrained beightened populinty with the demand for guard and
attack dogs.* He also poines out, as do ochers, that grear Danes are
soen more frequencly in ressdencial areas. Large animals such as great
Danes, even though oedinanlly mald mannered, pose 3 problem. Penned
op in & cuy apartment all day or relegated to 2 small back yard, these
dogs—whose need for exercise is proportonate to their size—have lietle
opportunicy for proper exercise. Such animals comsequently become
irritable, frustrated, and more likely to bite. Another disusbing trend
has been the crossbreeding of dogs and wolves; the offspring tend to be
extremely unpredictable and aggresave,

&hdymduohlfo‘allbcuocmmdmpemhm
20 years of age (Table 1), Moston found that in Norfolk, Va,, 73%
of all bizes occurred in mdividuals Jess than 20 years of age.* Berzon and
co-workers found that close to 645 of all victins were less than 20
years of age.* The New York Ciry stady revealed a lower propoicn
of bire victims i the group kess than 0 years of age. However, as in
the Baltimore and Norfolk studies, this group constituted the
proportion of victims. Children and youngsers less than 2o years old
have close contact wich dogs, often handle them roughly, and are prone
to sppeoach and pet strange dogs, Also, many of the actnaties engaged
n by children and teen-agers, such as cycling, ranning, and other action

ol ALY Acad Med
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sports tend to provoke dogs. The facr thar 32.5% of all dog bites in
New York City during the period examined occurred in adules more
than 20 years of age may be accounted for by the prosence of more ag-
gressve breeds prone to bite without provocation.

The proportion of males barten was found to be almost rwice that
of females (Table 1). For all age groups the propomioa of males baren
was higher than thar of females, Morron's studies in Norfolk also re-
vealed that males were bitten more froquently than females® Boys and
men are generally more likely to have dogs s pers and they are more
likely than females to come into close contact with unlesshed, free-
ranging dogs.

Because the race of victims was noc reported in such a large pro-
portion of the study sample, 59.6% (Table 1), it is mot possible to draw
any firm conclusions in this area. Berzon and his co-workers in Bali-
more found thar there were no differences in race-specific incidence
rates.*

The largess proportion of bites were inflicted on extreminies, 70.4%
(Figure 2). Morton found that 7:% of all bites in Norfolk were inflicted
on the extremities,® Of the four extremities, the nght arm was the mose
frequensly bitten, accounting for 20.47% of all cases. The probable reason
for this is chat the majority of béte victims use their right arm in defend-
ing themselves from artacking dogs. Bizes of the face occurred in 10.6%
of all cases; of these 64.4% occurred in children loss than 10 years of
sge. The essy accessbility of chaldren's faces to attacking dogs largely
explains the high proportica of facul betes smong children.

Figures 3 and 4-showing, respectively, the time and the scasonal
distribution of reported dog bites—clearly indicate that late afterncon
1ad carly evening hours and good-weather months are high-rsk periods.
Because soch a large proportion of bites occur in children and een-agers,
we conclude from this dara thar contacts berween dogs and youngsters
must be more intense in the kate afternoon and evening and during the
summer months. The distribution of bites by time of day corresponds
generally to patterns of both buman and canine activity. Practically mo
dog bates occur at night, berween 1+ AMm. and g A.m. The period of the
most intense dog-bate activity s between 3 P, and 7w, when chul-
dren are dischasged from school, adults return from work, and dogs are
walked-many after lomg hours of confinement in an apartment. Some
ssthorsties on dog behavior bebieve thar dogs are less evenly tempered

Vel 50, M. 3, October 190
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in the afternoon and carly evening. If thas & so, it could belp acoount
for the diurnal varanion in the frequency of dog bites.

The striking scasonal vaniation in the incidence of dog bites cor-
roborates the results of peevious surveys and seems 1o bear out the homily
that the summer months are indeed the “dog days” Dog bites are least
frequent in winter. However, the number of reported bites increases
steadily throagh the spring, reaching 2 peak in June, This level of dog
biees does not begin to recede until Seprember, This seasoml partern is
most likely a refloction of the greatly mcreased opportunities for human-
dog comtact in streets and parks during more pleasane weather. The
tradinional summer-school recess beimgs children our of doors in large
nambers, and the combination of dogs and children s likely to resule
in biting incidents. [t may alwo be that hot weather exerts an influcnee on
canine behavior, with the anomals becoming more short of temper dunng
the hot days of summer. The hypothesis that strays accounted for the
summer increase in dog bites wis not sepported by our daes; the pro-
portion of betes caused by strays dad not change significantly from meonth
to month.

The place of occurrence of bates {Table IV) was only reported in 2
third of the tocal ample. Among the cases where the locaoms were
known, an almost equal proportion occurred in private and peblic set-
tings. However, there were differences among the boroughs m terms
of this pattern. The greater proportion of bizes in Manhattan snd Brook-
lyn occurred in private plices, The inrepretation of this data & of heele
valoe, however, because the bocatsons are unknown m such a large pro-
portion of cases.

Table VII presents the borough-specific incidence rates for the six-
year stady period and the over-all city incidence rates. The over-all m-
cidence for the city rose from 353.3 per 1oo000 residents in 1985 to
45646 per 100,000 in 1970. However, it is noteworthy thar the incdence
rate for Manharran remained fairly stable. By contrast, the rate for the
Broax and Brooklyn rose dramatically. The rates in Queens and Rich-
mond also rose, but less sharply than did those of the Bronx and Brook-
lyn. The race for Richmond was more than rwice as high as rthar for
Manhattan in 1965 and has remained by far the highest of the five
boroughs over the six-year penod.

The differences in these rates can be accounted for by a number of
factors, Manhatran has fewer unleashed, free-ranging dogs than any of
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the ather boroughs. By contrasz, Richmond has many because the physi-
cal environment, composed a4 it & of one-family homes and much open
space, makes it coesidersbly less hazardows for an awner to allow his
dog to ream unleashed. Manhattan, characterized as it is by high-rne
aparement houses, a dense populaton, few open spaces, and heavy
traffic is a setting in which few dog owners allow their pets to roam
freely and umartended. Beck, in two systematic whole-city surveys of
Balrimore, found rhas the sumbers of unleashed, free-ranging dogs were
greatest in those arcas of the oty characterized by hagh popuelation den-
sty and low income.* He also found thar high-income residencial areas
and central business districes had few froe-ranging dogs,

The increased incadence of dog bites in the Bronx and Brooklyn
sccounted for not only by the shift to larger and more aggressve breeds
but also by the transformatson in recent years of vast poetions of these
two boroughs from middle-income 1o low-income communities where
unleashed, free-ranging dogs abound. Although precise data are hacking,
it is known that large portions of these two baroughs are hagh-crime
areas in which many people now keep large and aggressive breeds 1o
protect people and property. In these aress owners commenly let their
dogs run slone on the streets, particularly n the carly moming and
evening, Beck found through an interview survey that in Baltimore 37%
of dog owners allowed their dogs to roam freely on the stireees® In the
same vein, it can be sadd that the nise in the incidence of dog bates in
Queens is anribarable both 10 more dogs of the harger and aggressive
type and o the trassformation of the southeastern porton of the
borough into a low-income area where there & 2 high incidence of free-
ranging dogs.

In 7867 of the cases the owner of the biting dog was known
(Table V); in 20.4% the owner was unknown. As shown in Table
V, stray dogs—that is, dogs consdered to have no ownens—accounted
for only 10.8% of the bites. Another 10.9% of bites were sccounted
for by dogs which may or may noc have been strays, If we presume
that all of these were unowned serays, caly 20.6% of all bites were
accounted for by wnowned stray amimals. By contrast, the vast ma-
jority of bites were inflcted by dogs whose owners were known.

Seray dogs and those whose owners were unknown sccounted for
appeoximately one quarter of all bites in the Baltimore stedy by Berzon
and his co-workers*—3 figure closely approximating that found in the
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presene study. Only 2 small proportion, 16.4% of reported bites, are
sccounted for by victims who were bitten by their own dogs. How
cver, it is haghly likely that owners tend not to repore bites inflicted
by their own pets.

The amacks of packs of so-called stray dogs have often drawn
mach attention in the popelir press. In many instances these packs of
dogs are composed not of unowned, sray dogs bur of owned dogs
which are allowed to roam freey. Such animals often form packs in
the morming or evening hours, pamicularly around a female in heat.
The unowned, stray dogs are infrequently aggressive and more often
than not bize only when provoked or harassed. In coetrast, owned
dogs which are permitted to roam the streets develop a sense of ter-
riconial possessson, which incledes motr only the property of their
owners but also the area in which they roam, A stranger walking down
such a street risks being batten by an aggressive dog which coesiders
the street its rerntory™

During the six-year srody period the proportions of biting dogs

grouped by size did not change (Table V1), However, the proportion
of dogs of unknown size did-from 19.9% i 1965 to 32.4% m 1970,
Given the increase in the number of lirge dogs in the aty n recent
years, it is likely that 3 sizeable sumber of the “unknown™ group is now
made up of large dogs.

Table VIII shows that for the city as a whole hospitals are the mos
Emporunt single source of reports. This reflects the accessibilicy of
hospital emergency care as well as the large number of New Yorkers
for whom hospitals are the only sources of medscal care. In arcas
such a5 Queens, where private family-physician services are more
readily availsble and hospirals capable of emergency care few and
widely scattered, the relative importance of hospitals & a source of
reports dwindles. In Richmond the police precinets have for many
years taken 2 special interest in dog bites and report the majority of
them 1o the Department of Healch,

Sustatany axp Recosmexpamions
During the past eight years there has been 3 sharp iscrease in the
incidence of dog bites in New York Gey. Approximately go000 dog
bites are mow reported annually to the New York Giry Department
of Health. The mualtiple causes of this epidemic are described in detail,
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based on the derailed amalysis of a random sample of bites which oc-
curred durng the six-year penod between 1964 and 1970

The alarming increase in dog bites and the luge number of
people affected are ressons enough for public health action. The meds-
cal profession should be better prepared to treat dog bite effectively
to prevent complications and minimize disfigurement. However, the
heaviest emphasis should be placed on peeventive and control meas-
ures, Based on the New York Ciey experience and the epedemsological
evidence, the following dog-bite control program is recommended:

1) Local governmental bealth agencies mwsr assume leadership.
They must review their existing dog-bire starszics to ascerain whether
there &5 a dog-bite problem in their commenity, how bad it i and irs
pacterns of occurrence,

2) The gemeral peblic, not oaly the health profesions, must be
made acutcly aware of the situation to enlist their support of 2 vigor-
ous program of control measures. Wichowt the full understanding of
almose ol segments of the community, any effort 1o conerol biting
will run a high risk of faillure—especally if dog enthusasts view the
program as anncanine. There is 2 strong tradiional emphasis on the
nobler aspects of the relation berween man and dog in this country—
where Lasge, Rin Tin Tin, and King of the Norh have achieved
the stares of folk heroes. Feclings rua stromg and the public health
official who ignores them may doom himself to failure and even nds-
cule. Therefore, any program to coatrol biting must be clearly pro-
human or, even beter, prochild rather than antidog. This can be
achieved only if pains are taken to edocate the public about the mag-
nitude and gravity of dog bates. People must be made as aware and
concerned about this problem as they were frightened and concermed
about the hazard of rabies in the 1gth cencury,

3) There must be a relisble dog-bire reporting system—with clearly
staced respoesibilities for physicians, veterimarians, hospitals, and police.
The system should be designed to yicld the local public-health agency
sufficient epedemsclogical information om the host, agent, and environ-
mental factors of dog bites.

4) With the broad-based supporr of the medscal and veterinary
professions, the local ASPCA, the police department, and parens-child
incerest groups, the Jocal health department should mount an cffective
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bealth-education effore, whach shemld strive to commumnicate the fol-
lowing messages:

1) Dog bites are 3 real and growing hazard to health  especially
that of children,

b) People who live in urban and suburban resdential arcas should
besitate before purchasing large or aggresive dogs as pets, because of
the increased risk of bites.

c) Guard and stack traindng—especially partial training—often
makes a dog usewtable as a pet because such traming puts not just
the would-be crimanal, but skso the neighbors, the family, and the owner
at increased risk of dog-bite injury.

d) Dog owners have a communaty obligation to obey all Jeash laws,
1 never let their pets roam freely and, if possible, to walk their dogs
at hours and in places relatively free from children. Owners of large
dogs have an added responsibility to see that their pets ger adequate,
supervised exercse,

) Health departments, with the assistance of their boards of health,
should adope and enforce stricr ordinances, including leash laws, pro-

guard, and auack-dog traming schools, mandatory registration and
rabies immunization of dogs, and fair-but-firm provisons for the law-
ful destraction of proved ferocious or man-biting dogs.
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